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OBSESSIONS OF BIOLOGISTS 

' The most discouraging feature cif the whole problem of biol-og.:i-iil evolution, to 
ene who hiis been rrained :n the eitAet phraseology and rigorous lofuc of the physical 
and ttifllhemaTica] sciences, is Lhe loose language and the Mill Snoser reasoning of the 
biologists, Up in a certain point [heir Language and methods arc those of science and 
[hen comes a lapse into Lhe methods of the untraLived thinker J :L, T, More, Professor of 
Physicsj UnivcrsLtv of Cincinnati., The Dogma of Eo-dhUiim, 1925, pp. 2-U?-7*. 

WHF.N we resminc the often conflicting sod mutually incoherent argument*1 offered for 
belief in organic rvotulcop, wc hod ihat ihe whole case is ha-^ed on the dogma of comiunity/ 
and also that there arc certain propositions regarding which many transfornnisES arc now 
so positive that they abandon scientific method and cshibLt dear marks of obsession when¬ 
ever the same are approached. It is Therefore proposed to ejramine some oi itiesr iffceS 
fuce.s beginning with what is probably rhe most widespread conviction of dll, namely: 

L That Man is Descend kd teo.m Ape 

Lift have already discussed the arguments for this belief.' itnd are here mere concerned 
with its- eficcrs as an obsession. It is certainly slfiirlgC that so many modem biologists 
should be affected by st, since; 

(a) The belief is not essentia.] TO evolution/ 

(b) Nobody can name il pithecoid fossil which is demonstrably ancestral U? Hvmft 

sapiens; and 

(.L-; There An? Strong rcaynuR for denying thaL man cAn be dc■tended from any kind! 

of ape (see, c.;.1., Professor L Wood .Tones5 Problem of Mctn'i ■ Trr.-e.trrv and Man'i Place 

among She Mammals). 

Charles Darwin himself exhibited the effects of this obsession fadumbrated u century 
earlier by Lord Motibqddo and others) when he wrote ; 

'The Simiadc then, branched! off into two y, re tit stems,, lbe New World and fhc 
Old World monkeys, and from the latter Man, rhe wnndei and glory oi The universe, 
proceeded 1 (Descent of MuW, 2nd edit., reprint 1906, P- 25-5)r 
For note that, akhemgh Darwin could not specify a single member of the Song ancestral 

scries here claimed^ be nevertheless admitted no doubt :'buuL Lhe hitter, Although trading 

1 See Tks \'inei£intl\ Ccniury, Jj.nua.ry. J9-H. pp. 2?-3d. 

’ I kid., AujiuitL. 19-13, pp. T~-7S, «Ll. 

1 Ibid., April, 191 i, pp. J72-17J; April. 1914. pp. ISO-iCH. 

* Cins lit v.'iiteri puslDialed :h* tn-olulion cif man from 'a dumb ami tij'Jis hura i>f animals 
srTainbtiiiK for 1 ncarri a:id lurking pi reel-.' The irier.iitli'AT'-on of rhe I herd with ap«< Jld rial cpme 
until ubeut lv-o nrjtlenpirnna luisr, when Trins-forrwisr idea1- vmer* being reintroduced Ip civilised eirdua 
by wrilert like I, no I La Vimini liftin':, de :;'.lhr (1 Rnbiner Jl^pfiJ, Rcmne: > iTnV; and erthsn, 
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in whflt w.is (and stilL is) obviously pyre hypothesis., he neither says iliac man 'may hava 
proceeded/ f.Or that 1 believe that he preceded.' btll boldly and positively declares 
[hat man ‘ proceeded.1 

Similarly H, G, Wells, Gt P„ Weils and Julian Huxley now assure us, regarding 
some unnamed and pimply hypothetical creature of their imagination. lliat; 

' bour-footed, Iflilfid -md hairy it Look to the Hocene funcsLs; it grew into lemur, 
into monkey. 3mo ape; and filially flpe turned into man-ape, and man-ape grew to man r 
(The Science of Life, p. 419). 

J he taa that primates arc known from Lhc base of the Fovene, shows thar civiy ' four- 
footed ' not i-our-banded), etc., csreaTUfe and its 1 fore Its> belong to some dreamland 
pre-EtHXIM grafted into the real Eocene. 

Even IIaeck=L‘ showed the purely presumptive nartire of at! such talk despite his 
OWn itfllkised statement that: 

The discern of Man from an extinct Ternary series of Primates j.i nor a vague 
kypoThr'i1 j but im histaricaf fact * ( JVjLam UnL, 1898, p. 76). 

For he repeatedly admErteri, in llis saner moments, that this descent is inevitably hypo¬ 
thetical. Thus, in one of his most formnl works, he deliberately declared dial: 

1 It Is self-evident that our genealogical history Es and ever will be a fabric of 
hypotheses 1 (^yrriwiafic Phytogeny, 1 894-6, Vol. I, Preface,, p, yt), 

And twelve years, liter he repeated the admission, saying: 

' AH ideas- y.e can possibLy form shorn [he stetti-hisLory of any organism, even utter 
the most critical irtvtspigaLaCcn, arc and muat remain hypotheses1 (The Surry of Our 
Alices tors j lyilS, p. (S), 

The trouble, of course, is Thai science is incapable of actually proving uen-tic connections 
apart from historic Testimony, which is entirely lacking in regard to tile distant past. 

lhc paliECntcli.ipist fas Dr. flaihrr remarked I cannot assist at even a single birth' 
(J?Ljr. Bni. Axx. Adv. Set., 1930, 1 Geology/ p, 7), 

And Dr. Lang insists thfle; 

' it is impossible to prove a rruc lineage, ;md extremely improbable that we can ever 
produce anything bill an approximation to one7 \Ttoc. Geof, Ass., Vol. 41, 1930, p 17R). 

Nothing more annoys the fervent [hrariSL however, than to have lhc presumptive 
nature oi his ideas pointed Out; aa Oscar Schmidt, Professor of Zoology in the University 
Of bti ;isburg, angrily wrote : 

' That our museums are still destitute of the fossil progenitors ul man is no mnre 
'tr. :i.cv t -an the deficiency, hitherto existing, nf intermediate forms which would conclu¬ 
sively decide lhe position of Dinntherilim in the system. , . . The demand . , , that the 
iiUlLeTer.LS ol the dorr line oi descent should product the intermedia re forms which at one 
time necessarily existed, can be made only by dilettantes to vhom the province ul liie, 
as a whole, has JtniiUcied a sealed hook' : The Doctrine rf Descent and TtarisinLin 1905 
p. 294), 

In cither words. We should abandon even the demand si>r intermediate forms which would 
at legist gise colour to the theory, and for: pain of being called ‘ dileltinlrs ' if we refuse) 
accept one purely imaginary ancestry because, fQtSOPLllj v, e have already Qcutptod another 

1 'Wliti was 1lii:ibull subject id fhu cJheshoci. 1 Man,/ Ilf Wrote, ' ii diifcjSy oonneclnl with this 
Mifewpoid 4--nr.; > jtid oriKi:i^ce> from it' i.The EwftimioK ef Mant p. 2fi.t ■, Hr l^ada a chi,pier’ nf 
ibli ivcirk ■ Out Apr Amentac! ' 
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purely imugiiwy ancestry/ Thus fiction auhnnatitffilj' pika on Elec ion, the whole process 

beeng Lhe reverse ul that recognised by true science, 

We can thertfore appreciate the pained surprise with which our speculators some¬ 
times note that faces refuse to endorse their dreams. Thus Sir Arthur KeuJi patheuca-ljF 

remaps; 

► It was expected that the embryo would recapitulate the features of all its ancestors 

from the lowest to the highest forms in ilk animat kingdom. Now rhut the appearances 
Of the embryo at all ages ore known, the general feeling is one of disappointment: the 
human embryo at no stags it anthropoid in appearance' {Thf Human flfJv, 1^1- IT- 

94-5 j, 

How Jisohtiging of the embryo to rcioie TO conform to current fiction! 

Nevertheless, That fiction continues to be promulgated 00 all hands, and is msf ded 
into school children Itom their t.nlicsc years. In order to pass LhetT eKamiimLums tney 
have to declare thdt man has descended Iwm beast nod ‘has assumed the upright E4iC 
completely 1 lEhmvtttary Bitlfigy for Mvriculaticn and Allied Bxaminamw., by M. B 

Phillips and E, T-, Cni, p. .144}. 

'3'he P.B.C. also lends its powerful aid, affording propagSndLSfS every fataliry bo 
tranvjnit their fised ideas to the rising generation, from ;cs esrheas. most :5ii|ipessioni«bJe 
and defenceless years. Thus we have recently had two Series of Talks to Schools* wne* 
are thoroughly misleading and the reverse of scientific, namely. ' BiuJo&y m tie Service of 
Mar.* and HoW Things Began/ In the talk of the former senes, delivered on June 

21st, 194Z, Professor H Munro Fok told his child tiudicnce tltot; 

'Out (uvestarti became man about one million yeftrs ago. . . . Our nearest refill vo 
ure the apes, chimpanzee and Ronlla. . . , Our ancestors which were neither a|tc rtor 
man took to the trees. Our ancestors came down from these. . . . One branch of these 

ancestors slowly and gradually evolved into man.’ 

AU Lius, of course, is sheer fiction. Similarly, in the wnci ‘ How Things Began/ which 
was written by Honor Wyatt, and takes the form of conversation* between ft man and 
t^'o children, the ehiLtire:i inking pftn were tuld (to rhe talk of January I9rli, 194.) an-l 

made to repent, that: 1 Firs? came “ ape-num/* then u ne*r man*" and last "true man. 
It is monstrous that the judgment of the coming generation should be so warped from its 

infancy. 

Nut only hah their obsession that they an? descended from apes led biologists to 
invent copious fictions of the above sort, but it hiii caused seme of them to suppress 
evidence which conflicted with the sunt*, A flagrant instance of this was Dr, Eugene 
Dubois' failure for twenty-six years to disclose the racr LhaL fie had found in Java sume 
fossil human skulls of big-hr4ined type—Wadiak man,’ After discorntflg these DubotS 
found, sixty mites awuv, some more fossil bones, to which he gave the name 
Ptihccanihrvpux wctHi, or the ape-«wn who could rrand erect, The fossils which he 
so named consisted of the vault of a skull, Si thigh bone and some isolawd reeth, all 
within a distant* of some 20 yards front each other. H: gave an account of these to the 

■ r Iwwiae ™w Ctw*. AJlotl and Others showed lllfti man's supposed pedi^LC was enmpDied 
Oi entire* which -ouk! nm posuliliy bavr been his «lu« inteiari, lJrvk<toi Ci. Sch^l* vitoljhained 

that mmiLar ciiijcc liana evutld he ro.iei ajjuitm nearly all tufs.l Pew|5™e»i aw *rlicLe in -•■» ' 
Mvdtm jjp. 1D3-154.J* 

i With br.-i.i- cipucilV it'eeagin.g, 1,600 e.e, Aceordbuf to Keith, The modem Imfivin hrr,-,n c.-Jy 
HvernjtKS l,4Hil n.c.: the Mfttftf averSBS UebiK 1,400 C.C., n;d Liu: Australian M87 C-ik FukU men isfren 
hpd veiy Lir^e bflftrai, 
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scienlilie world in 18^4; and. as the thigh bone and he teeth appeared to be those of 
a man, while the skull scented, to If [lift! of i lacftt ape, anthropologists deputed as to 
whether or not he skull hclorifjcd to the same individual ac the thigh mad teeth, If it 
did, then rhe creature would seem to be half ape, hsli man—Ti v^rttftble Link between 
ape and. man. As none of these anthropologists knew that fossil remains of irue men had 
been found in Java, and as They he I eved that men did nnt inhah]t lava in ancient times, 
the majority deemed Piihctsanihropui an ape-man; and this gave a trerrtcndoui fillip 10 
the theory that man is descended from ape. Thus, for itv«ui v-vis years, Dubois footed a 
world which WAS— unfomiirately—only roo willing m he fooled. bor when, owing to 
J-Slovenes hy others of fossil remain r of man in Australia. Dubois disclosed the ia.cL that 
he himseii had found human j orals in Java hardl-v any indignation n his con-duct was 
ikkpreKteil hy his fellow-biologistsj so low docs their standard of conduct seem 10 have 
sunk. An account of Dubois escapade is given by Sir Arthur Keith in his Antiquity of 
Aicn (1925), Ktith doubts (p. 440"‘ whether Dubois' reticence was " public but he 
HppUirtnlly approves of it., judging by his statement (p. 441) that: 

' There can be no doubt that if, on his return id It?94, he had placed before the 
anthropologists cif his rime the ape-like skull from Trim] side by side with rhe qrcat- 
brained skulls from Wsdjak, both Jossihscd, both trem the same region of Java, he would 
have given them a meat beyond ihe powers oi their mental digestion." 

A Lender digestion, my masters!—straining ac the gnars of fact and swallowing the 

CftmeU of fiction. Why should Pol apes and (den have cu-enis-Lcd in die past as they co- 
cm&T to-day? 

Almost as discreditable :is Dr. Dubois1 performance it rhe failure oi yearly every 
r£teiil buck (excepting KeiLh's) dealing with human and other primate fn = =.: 1;=. ro mormon 

the f&nr iha? a number of fossil rvlllnids of men of modem type—e.g., the Castienedaki and 
Calaveras skulis. ere.—have been found -ji deposits of much earlier daw than any which 
am lain the lossils or the creatures commonly cited by evolUTponfsiH .is ape-men, noUtr- 
men, etc., such as Pithecanthropus. Pekin man, Pulldown man, Heidelberg man, Neander- 
ihai man, Khodesi^n man, etc "Hie only reason Jor rejecting Lhe evidence of The far 
greater antiquity of The perfectly human CaltLVeraSj etc., remains is thal it does n-.r suit 
the current obsession. As Keirh frankly says; 

Indeed, were such discoveries in accordance with our expectation*, if They were in 
harmony with the theories We have formed, regarding the daie of manJs cvelutinsi, no 
one would ever dream of doubling them, much less of rejecting them.1 

And Professor W. 34, HolrtWS eompkint that: 

‘ To suppose rhar man could have remained unchanged physically, mentally, socially, 
industrially and msthetirally for a million years, roughly speaking {and ftll this is implied 
by the evidence furnished], seems in the presem state of our knowledge hardly legs rhftrt 
admitting a miracle ' Report, 1899), 
Note that the existence of the HVIbeNce rt> .mtmttttp, hut its acceptance is deprecated since 
it conflicts with current doctrine,. 

What is worse, lhe great majority of modem bibktgisrs do not ildrtply showr their 
antipathy to the evidence, after the manner ol Professor Holmes and Sir Archuir Keih 

twiiO calls the Calaveras discoveries L the ,H bog tv " which haunts the student of early 
mar.,' p, 471), tut hey do not even mention fu existence. Etta trlinfi Lion oi their works 
shews that they h&htrually mention only thou: facts which they think will confirm or 
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<nfCirce their readers' ia i ill rn evolution, Bor the obsession nt these men mate [hcm 

betiftVe ns special-pleaders instead oi impartial judges of [he facts,' 

Among other human fossils of modern type, Of apparently great agr. Villicii are 
ignored by popular writers and bTOBdcasters who n.iafce much of Neanderthal remains as 
those of 'neir-men.' etc , preceding ' Ln« men/ are Lhe perfectly human rctnains found 
at Bury St. Edmunds, Denise. Abbeville, Lansing, Trenton and Natchez. 1 hese oil go 
hack at least as far as the Athenian stage, which preceded the Moustcriur. stoRe to wluJi 
the well -advert i reel Neanderthal, remain h pertain." In the si ill alder t-helled n if "O. 
Strepyun—stage (the term 1 Hcage ' being here used to represent a cultural horizon have 
been found the perfectly human Olmo* Clichy, Galley Hill and Ipswich remain And 
older than any of these—prohatly going ted? !o the basic Pleistocene, or late riiocttM, 
Reutcliati stage—4ife Lhe less particularly described but admittedly perfectly human remains 

found near Griddle (p. Z7li \- There am also Other human remit ins of pnibftWy^quil 
antiquity, hut less definable ns to age, found at Rancho ,c Brea near Lus Atlgdcs, Kami Hi 

in East Africa, Talgat in Australia, etc. 

When discussing these discoveries, which, as he insists, undoubtedly antedate Nean¬ 

derthal man of whom we hear SO much, Keith remarks: 

1 the majority of anatomists and geologists . . simply refuse to believe in the authenticity 

of these discoveries because they run so contrary to our preconceptions * (p, -S3 i 

iipd he admits that: 

* under the presumption that the modern type oJ man is alsn modem m origin, u degree 

of high Antiquity is denied To such specimens.' 
So ‘ preconceptions ’ and ‘presumptions" arc admitledlv in the saddle, and evidence goes 

to the wall wherever it opposes those despots. 

Professor H. If. Woollard has only too much around for his remark- when be says • 
' the notion of a ^rftdiiai emergence of man , has evened, ever a seductive influence 
upon Che minds of anatomists, few of clicm being able m contemplate anv other view con¬ 
sistently for tong. This is shown very clearly by their behaviour whenever a new fossil 
has been discovered. The discoverer has been Unable to resist the temptation of asserting 
that his fossil, if itpe-like, presented all sorts of human dl iroctcrt. and. if human arid 
dearly modern iri character, that it possessed ail sdrls of simian character, more or less 
hidden and elucidated only tv minute examination 1 (.S’l-rtwcc Pi-cgraVol 33, 193H-9, 

p. 18). 

It is there fare refreshing to -iO[c rhat, widely prevalent as this obsession is among 

motfem biologists, i[ is not universal even among evolutionists. Besides those like Keilh 

* Acctnirilu i«[ these foElili ena. ha wen in KciiSi's AttfinmW •'{ ■'■Tuk DJId S. E iivr , Human tf's.'-m 

f] £92), cLc. Never 11 -Hc-ix. ?r» semn^ is this arvieniun it <r Ki-rh himself aijiy.-rri mj?< i-nTire t - u . In;i 

’ btjjteyi ' tcuislljf sslc- -.. . p- ,v TegardiriK muti'i .ipt iJe&CtnT haw they aOCSHni for :h. tact IXjI 

lhe uldvr nfrala «CA.'n rSip r.inre prinv'iivt: and mure a forms 3 (Tlid S/nt (itW*- Cvtu-n v, A j« i-t. 
19Z2, p. ITti. TIlC ofrvinus answer i>. Lbni, un his own showing, old-cr sCTN’a nothing a! Uil 

3art. -Vid £■:> w? •** h.nv, uiuisi irerisforn.-i hia?, (fie wi icings as madem ticiOfiSTS ccintiitually tend 
5u he pst)>o3oaicsl eihlhitr instead (it oanatstent ii-icjtiiltc records, 

» Yen Mr It G. WdL- deliberately represented Neanderthal ltvlii ne pi-±eedina 1 The Ritil I 'lie 

Men (ftjitTSm af Hillard, Bolh 11, ChapP" ■ VITT-X), and <lill v rat's ns if Meander Ilia] nuu) _wtre 

bsihutdI ro mr.d-rn oaan yVotlUre. April 1st, 19+5, p. 19d}. Sueti eondv, r iHi:itrates PrufcSiOr E A 

IEmicl'i statement that: “Till Wf-.iem i-inrepenn clasiiL NeafiderthaJoid lype- wan aJluflcchrr 1 r™ 
cntr.plete iriMrer id Uanvinun pr-iyef. . , HereTicel and nm-roriformiciii fossil rwas wens b-itiished tq 

lhe Iiznhri of diirk museum cupbuaiULi. fwjtOCEctl Of even destroyed ' iAf-f*. A’t‘i Mntvni i^JK, p. 

|W, etc.). Sim:larfy, I*reifesw3a: H. H. ‘WiKiUard, l-.R S., narer, rhut: “Thu disCOvety, Ikar recant rmn 

ja< a vast nr.tisiuity. in lad Kreatrr than ally ffthff e*nncT Tsriety, duiI atiacomists hive llwayi Ir-cd 

la get round or rnuiLtnJSe 1 [Science fJr»jfntfjr. WS, 3 3, 193S-9, p. 131, 
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and WnciJlard, who eaccnsiiciilly remark on its -effects, there an; same who JeSniteSy 
discard it. We have already seen that Professor Weed Jones Joes soj and tmfcssnr Max 
Westenbofer emphatically declares: 

CI am mure and more convinced ihai the Darwin-Haeckel theory of the nseeoi of man 
from Em yptr cannot bn supported any Longer, In opposition to this theory I was able ro 
shew Thai man , . , cflfi he traced in 9 direct Line to the general basic Lvpe of mammal, 
hot not to any panioula]' rype of animal on it especial I v not f<i ibe ape ’ (R,.-•carch and 
Prvgreis, 1^37, VoL 3, p. 92). 

Similar remarks have been made by Frol'esscr II. F. Osborn, Dr. A. II. Clark and others." 

We now* pass n> another fixs, nrimely: 

11, That Man is Descended ekom Fish 

Thrs obsession is quire os flenerjil its the Iasi. Haeckel is mainly rcSrpunsibte lor its* 
popularity, He had the effrontery to proelatm n to be a 1 Hiogcftctie i nw " rim ; 

' The history of the fceuis is a recapitulation of the history of the race 7 (1'hc Kvalutivn 
of Man. Eng. tr., p.2).11 

As l lie evolution theory asserts that men are descended from fishes, I he human embryo 
must, according to this lft W, pass through a tish stage; and Hacdccl claim', rhr.i it does 
»>. This claim i-. mainly supported hv the fact that tbe embryo, although never genrraUy 
reseiribling n fish (or any other adulr':, does ot an early stage exhibit what some regard 
as gill clefts, which 9re never functional in man and land animals, 

lThe facr Jhc says j that they tire found in the same form as in the hshes is one or' 
the must interesting proofs- nr cite deseenr of rlieve three Lligher classes (repLiles, birds and 
mammals) from the fishes ' (ibid., p. 110). 

J his has since been repeated parrot-like by hundreds of biologists. Thus Professor 
Muxira Fox, F.R.S,, writes; 

' The embryos ol bo Lb birds and mammals, including mart himself, have gill slits. , . , 
'this means thot ]jmd vertebrates once Lad fiib-like ancestors " (Biology! An Introduction 
to the dff-jjJ\i of Li;..1, 19jH, p, 303}, 

Similarly H. G. Welts. G. P. Wells .and Julian S. Husky write; 

'The early embryos of man, catr hen and snake . , , n re alike , . .in having tbeLr 
heart, main arteries and neck region built on the same pLan as in tish, . , . This mean1: 
nothing, indeed makes nonsense, if we ore ns believe that land animals were created 
land animals, Bui iL at once becomes pregnant with meaning if we accept the fact of 

■' Including MjrrtdliL Benda (see The \rin*T?nn)(\ Cr-iisr^, April, LMt, p. K31, Kewirhefcn' Mr, 

II A Howard, a Hcadnuii'cr. 3ur written .i hnnh rlUitlMl V hi Proper A’rudM f>f .VfjwWntf, in whidl 

! :■ [elk :,h vvHirtis rraiitrs ibul I hay ihbrt never ' foruet iVtu:i Lhc Apt in tbcsr struggle rn achieve Man 

(he AnjjtL rp. 22!)i Hr dcdanii rSi.u ibry nerd an education which wi I ^ve them „ fcnowk Ip; 

ill their ivk-i-Ln '—an ancestry wSieh, im HACc^d'r own showing. 1 is and ever will he : fibrin: ol 

i vinulkY ■Tbri book, now n :ra perwwwt edition, ■- rtairncrjendeJ ro those wn ng rfn- Mclhodisl 

m imjirfj (.mi.pure with Profes sor It F. Oabnrn's -IstcmczU that: The entire rinurrr- >_>r tbeoiy ol 

i -ir :.r rlt-scent is a fiction which, has 'been endiciv rf[ asuls by modern itr.iromir ti leae&reh 1 f.Veti- 
V.-v July ! 2lh. JP25J. 

" He There by rcpUccd Von fiber's generaJimtivUl tha! Uir yuusiu siayea of snimaU pc-aunUu the 

KtSgCS ri£ crcDturvi ia^er down the sertle, by tlic fir [km that they Teprescnr u«Vinfrt lOWei n lhc 

• :le—Ift Lira whLch \ran ltaer expreaeiy rejMid:a5c : Arrordinn m Profes^T W, OiTalai C^uari. 7o\tm 
Afu-rfri Srir, Voi T2. ]929. p. rtj), Hat-C*icl'• 1 theory tit .liulr r«:ap.tulation tiow dead, and need 

no l-' L'cr 3i.mil and wnrp us in rhs study ui lJhyios;eiiv ' a pungenr reflecii&n uh Lhe eltonv at mu' 
PTOpapULniista. 
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■evolution, for then, we can understand That snakes snd hens and human beings and all 
Other air-breath big verrehm-fs aie fundamentally fish-like. elms rhey stare on lhe fnhward! 
road and lum away frmr ft towards then higher structural achievement. When they 
TtpradUM the old disposition asserts itself; [bey srart towards the old Witter way and then 
rum aside towards the uplands 7 \Thc Science ttf Lr/e, p, 368', 

Unfortunately for our propagandists, m nt> nagc i.t she cvjfuyt? at UW<1 animal 

fith^likc: ex no mage dees it hate gill clef it or .<ii« m the wall ei the alimentary canal. 
These clefts exist, only in the imagination of those obsessed by the notion of 4 fish 
ancestry. In troth, the developing embryo of a Sand animal lakes the shortest possible 
course to LCfi final form.1' Ii never seems to occur to those who are dominated by rhe fieh- 
anccstor idea, that during Lite whole period of development every «lt of the embryo needs 
o\ygtm, also nutrition, and also a means ot ridding itielf of waste prnduers while nourish¬ 
ment ii being ctwverred into nssue. Thus these worthies, under zhe blinding cflects of 
their fined idea, ignore the first principles of embryonic development I Before The human 
embrvo is an inch long,, it requires a heart and blood-veSsels. Do evolutionists imagine 
that it would be possible, in rhe first sixteen days of its existence.. for :r to develop a 
com plica red heart like that of muni Since This is physically impossible, a simple tubular 
heart—such as suffices fur a simple animal like a fob—is quickly developed venlr dlv Eh 
the alimentary cTinfll, Then the artery issuing from it, with the surround in ft Tisanes, forma 
the foremosE visceral arch; and so, without piercing the alimentary canal, reaches lhe 
upper part oi the body, Ond Then bends hack and conveys blood to lhe middle find hind 
regions. Then, as more hlood is required, more of these visceral, arches are formed <n 

quick succession. 

They arc called arches, because each arches The very thin wall ol the alimentary 
canal—both inside and out, They arc close inge-Lher. and the Very small space between 
each forms a furrow, rhe bottom of tiEdh z? furnished by the thirl, wail of the alimentary 
canal. U is ihw visceral fu^aws or grooves15 that Haeckel and his dupes call ; giU-slii 
or ‘ hranchial-clcftt.' They are, of course, OOlhinp oj ihe sort, and have no respiratory 
runetinn. Thev are absolutely ticccsKsry for the development of every vertebrate embryo* 
whether of fish or land animal; and rhar is why they appear. The subsequent, develop¬ 
ment of These visceral arches depends on the type of animal mneettied3 if it be a fish, 
[hey develop into gills and gill-siiu-; in land animals they never do this, bn; take 1 ditferer.? 
course, varying with the class Lo which the embryo belongs.. In the case of man as can 
be ascertained by consulting s hook on human anatomy) these arches (ind furrows give 
rise BO the lower jaw and parts of the lace, ear. tongue, neck, eTC.» such as the custachiarv 
rube and the thymus gland. 

In the embryos Of reptiles, birds and mammals There arc no clefts between the arches; 
and the hlood vessels in the arches do net split into two. It is therefore incorrect, and 

,!As J. W. IhlliTirvne tihse rved ' The embryo ts :kji like a finished piece ml mctfLirh&Jft Wtajch 

<An he rluiB-ed hiirh in Action nr.d nr re:r, .1 ■ unfinished, it in liYc j, p.iuuu ul mtdigiAjgtD in prociiM 

r<f ffin^mier.iin, and jc$ ‘ic.rivir.ss. eonvsT n n ceaieiei-h. pregret) towards J tcnniiiuLiun which stud! at: .1 

he n rrmp'iei ion *nd hs cinnfl urle-'- by iiuip.Tiny ihir " onlciMcny docs nul yjvc i tTijot; recnpiVaJutkin ol 

emiulionu) progreMj .r is no: in ejiirnmiasd phylagmy ’ furl. ‘ Human lirnbryolutKy ’ in Green'i £hc;...Y- 

fi/tJiiz anJ nietltmary #4 .1 fisjiriVj,: (;n,f 5.j-jC.,-y, 190?, Vnl. [EE, pp. 71, 73). Dr Beer enforce:- lhe 

■4mt cone]ulinn 10-dsy, An Pnqfcsinr A S-^ilfwjci sirciMiciUy wrote 1 ‘The rcrupi:r.l.Llicin Ihearj 

rruimrsd ng j d-edticrjon tVnrr the evojuiinp theory .ind : rlccuciion it still rerraini 1 (aTl, in Djric.vi 

iiHd Seknte, p, 175). 

13 Ktidh eaiii them " litnOws * Ufi: Nineteenth CeNiicrj-, AujUJE, 1W2, p, ITS,, en.); whdt 

Rsllinityne Calls the In J ErirtVei,.'' sayirjir rhaL 1 Lhcy ire1 nevci ready clchs JM ihi Injrrjn cmbr>v 1 flW. 

zit. P. B7), 
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ni®L 'Misleading, in cal: them ' ii.il] ' arches in These embryo^ nr to call [he groove* b$:ween 

(hem 1 clefts 1 or ' i-lsts.' EMhtn.OT.fWJY LENDS NO rQUNTKJlA WCI TO TIEE ]Dl£A Thu the 

HIGJJEB VIE I i:kk.STE5 EVOLVED FEO.U I t&H-LlKE ANCESTORS, 

In a subsequent ankle we proposed to examine more of these obsessions.3' 

Douglas Dewab. 

i_ M Davies. 

" We cun apjy,, ui tbew jrtide*, dhkutt ibc principal D.hs«?i<nm tVLdCfiirtJ by rratuiion :t.:, Oilier 
cibsrjnone can be luuitd by examining transEbrnurt walks far *W«nvni6 id dear dwcardfliKf u.j-h tuclv 

of Kick w::J-ks exhibit qviis an inMuuncnl, far ib* acceptance, ;n icitnce, nf -n unpruVabEe 
dayrr-i af unlimited on nti unity;. has [lulled :J« crir:o|| facvMci »t nrer bialry ni while hnlcrinK :heir 
lendenL.e'. d I'liWlil thinking S* llic total number nr rheif otetustiuns is cans:,::-. ;ibk—iLiu-- of rare 
rr-ir, oinn d tftnJln Jrasn ih.ua nf aiMUhtr. Thji Dr. Jtii ::n J?. HuxJey de Janes :Jiat; ■ J„ the p; i ;.f 
yeolruv -2(i«, waste:?] fercce OS luturu* salar' Imp hfiVt Created me n.i rvrlUiti-- inaction tun of .nj, 
bte. bird, hoirc arid man nui «f mere, tllrr* ’ (Ed^rtinj Utmutatd. October 13lli. Ift2T>_ Thit. j« bit 
rerionii. fib^C^Mon. ar- i, nsa-wiiti-it: far mtirihcix nf ethtfr evolutionary -svti rc'ceL [bit fanr.i-A. jijiJ 
7.! .'.rolng.jt(t know ihni f)eol««:cul fuels flit dircCdy oppostd to belief III natural select on 
■VfwfinWi CVneen-y, April, 1SM3, pp, janitor* 1944, pp. 31-3^ cK.;. Il :t therefor cbinisfins 
-c nnn ctlJi nnu Dr, HuklCy declaring rhat -.cjctiliEic men. fnmnnj lyhojrl he daubrJets. Include- hiirivdO 
;"u*e. accept any f.iipc..i':em which i? IM'L ,i idc pmderrl y Tfrifiable (.Yaiure, July i“rh, |Otj. p. 
Th . j* ubviuudy inoihcr pertan^i of which even his own practice cannur djeabuic him 

MORE OBSESSIONS OF BIOLOGISTS 

,s <n pttviems article1 we dLsc«S¥ifd two of (he obsessions, nr fix«d ideas, to which many 
modtri’ br&lugists a:o subject. Both of those obsessions concern sojjjtosed [acts of num’a 
iksLeiu fri'i-m lower JintDinEs. W; now propose to examine seme of the more quasi- 
philosophical obsessions 10 which ihcse workers am equally subker, starting with rhe 
idea r— 

IH. That Evoloteoh1 is a Hcgheh Comcept msje ChRArri:^- 

Darwih himself urged ibis, c,g„ in the closing word? of his OnS:n ui1 Specie*; and 
modern wnters oIlcn ^imibrly asicri [hat it k behaving Tike a aavage- 1 to reRard .pedes 
a? sfparatdy cr«[fid. Indeed, it has cvw l^en declared that rated? before Dorwirt 

abj= ™ wnceivt of any mutability of organic types' (J. Needham, Grw A^phibium, 
P- Sly. That is, of course, nonsense; and its clear opposition to facts shows i(s pathori-.i;ical 
rumire, 

Il is noTOfcOLis nhay rhe icfca. of organic cvnliuion, nr mutability, goes hack; Lo remorcst 
antiquity. Apart fium the facts already noted,* cilrc^e and famasttd belief in evolution 
.S;iF. been exhibited by savages (c.j., Totemists) from lime immemorial; while Lhe 
mvThologia of all nations are packed with stories of physical mnsfonnapons And since 
our nursery books are also full of the same, while evolutionary fables arc nov. being 

!’"'•■ 11 l(' Ir 1S 1:1 ear rhfU lhe SLtupleM minds can gmp the idea of transfortttiim 
just as «adily as LhdL of creation. Indeed, it hay ilwaya been among dvilmed peoples^ 
.:J'd „dulr members nr [he aamc—Lhac imagination has heen curbed, in view of Lhr con¬ 
stancy nf types m real nature; a mnstancy which O. Fane styles 1 the adamantine raj stance 
OI species to alt theories of trtmsformism {Brain and Hew, Keg Pans \926 p = 5 

' The Nineteenth Century &*td Alter, J\dy, L9«, pp, 

' Jijfri., fa Canute 4, p, T9. 
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Those who appreciate this ' adamantine ' constancy are apt to fall back upon another 
idfe namely r — 

IV. That Special Creation is Incredible 

Professor D. M S. Watson, F.R.S., is a typical zoologist obsessed by tin? -dun; ard 
he -rems m think rhar all must he under irs influence, for he told rhe British Association 
Lhat: ' Evolution itself 15 accepted by Zoologists not because n has been ob Served to 
CCCUr ur . . . can be proved by logically coherent evidence to be true, but because the only 
alternative, special creation., is clearly Incredible8 ’Rep. ftrir, Aix. Adi\ Sci., 1929, np. 
38* 95), 

Lt Professor Watson cannot believe in special creation, he is entitled lu S&y so- I'mJr 
onb obsession could nuke him Lhinlc that it most he equally incredible to everyone else. 
Many people, including zoologists, fi|;d it perfectly credible; and it was; in race, accepted 
by nearly all scientists, until quite recent days The very founders o' the science.? of 
comparative anatomy and palattmiology—men like Cuvier,, d‘Archive. d’Qrbigny. BflrrafiCk, 
Agassi?;, Forbes, Sedgwick fLhe instructor of Darwin), and scores of other ncienrisrs of 
the first rank—wgiX! convinced of The fact of special creation. Were they mentally deficient 
on that account? If not, then why should others lx if they believe in freshen Lo-J iy 
—secins that, on Watson's own showing ‘ evolution it?elf3 cannot be proved? 

Even Husky— Darwin's hulldos ’ as he wua sometimes called, since he did most 
ol die lighting while Darwin did the speculating'—made no such pretence as Watson docs. 
bii! -choked those Who were beginning to pur ir forward, L It seem? rn ntc," h. wrote, 
‘ that " creation ” in the ordinary san.-s ui' the word, is perfectly conceivable The so- 
called a pnot 1 arguments against Thtism, and given 0 Deity, against the possibility ol 
creative acts, appear to me to be devoid of reasonable foundation ’ (Lift &f C > 
Vol. IT, p. 1ST), So, according to the greater Husky him Rdf, this jrh.c fixe, (now well in 

the saddle) that special creation is intrinsically incredible, k £ devoid of rcafinable founda¬ 
tion ' lie shows chat rlir possibility of creative act* must be allowed So leng a* the 
existence of a Deity is pnsKihlci an if who hat shown a Deity to be impossible? 

Professor Watson, however, seems desirous of ruling tbe idea of creation out of 
COttri 0-1 the ground tluL it lacks elementary justification. L hi* was ctancinually apparent 
in the highly questionable talks which he gave in the B.B.C. senes entitled 'Man's Place 
in Na Lure as, e.g.. when he declared t tin. 1 ' ihe animal kingdom i s formless, Unplanned, 
owing ir.s character to icci dental events; ' (The Listener. 19f 2. p. 6211. The worthy Pro- 
lessi r, being unahle to j?e any plan in nature, imagines that nature must be planless. It 
does HOI occur to him thar others may be justified m declaring (hat planning an.d design 
arc Visible Throughout nature. He is like a coltnir-blind man who denies the existence of 
colour. Even Einstein, although U professed pantheist tint! uf Ira-detenu inrst, insists on 
'the sublimity and marvellous order8 revealed in nature, and talks of his 1 rapturous 
amazement 01 the harmony ul natural Jaw, which reveal? an Intel Isgcnc? of siirli supariortry 
thaL. compared w»'rti it, nil die systematic thinking and ScLtng of human brings is a:". 
Utterly insignificant reflection * (Thu IPrcHd 4 J see Lt Koft, trans,, 1935. pp. tSu 2i>', 

It chat be so, it is difficult to see why the same 1 superior mind revealing itself in 
rht world of experience 1 (ffrirJ,, p. 1311 should not sometimes (fur reasons beyond our 
ken. have produced results outside our own brief ' experience/ 

But here we encounter an alternative obsession,n for many who are fi- from denying 
the evidence for a transcendent, external mmd and power, and. so do not deny special 
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creation on the pounds indicated by W-nson—r.e., Lhat it is unthinkable because every¬ 
thing i* »n ucciderk—are nevertheless subject to the fixed idea,: — 

V. That Belief in Special Cbeation is Unscientific 

Those who maintain this proposition usually have sufficient knowledge of history to 
realise thar special creation haa always been credible—even, as Darwin admitted, to 
thinkers < of the highest eminence' (Origin of Specie^ 6tli id,, reprint 1S82, p. 428}— 
hut suppose that Lt is somehow opposed to ' science,’ and must therefore be noxious and 
untrue. 

N'ov. ibis idea is less patently absurd than Lhc last; for E-pedal creation is distinct 
from normal events, and so cannot be explained hy workers (popularly called ' -Scientists,1 
but really natural scientists *) whose province is the srudy of nanirii] processes, i.c„ 
NrtTUItAl Law and its effects. But that obviously affords no argument against the possi¬ 
bility ftf special creation, unless wc make rite unwarrantable assumption that nothing car. 
ever have happened apart [ruin naLuraJ Law. The question of special creation is one or 
historic fact—and, as such, it must he decided by evidence, not by assumption. 1/ it ha 
occurred, it is putt of truth, whether or not it is explicable by causes understnoLt by us. 

‘Science’ is only n Latinised word for ‘ knowledge 7; arid knowledge is a very broad 
subject. It includes all verified facts—not only explained faeis,' much Less onlv facts 
explained along certain Eimiicd lines, 

This was clCdrljt indicated by Professor Tyndall (who was no believer in Revelation- 
bur pus^ssed ordinary common sense which irony fiiolrngists .seem 10 Sack lo-dav). J [i is 
self-evident.' Lie said, ‘ that if there is a God, He is almighty, and therefore can perform 
miracles] bur science has nothing to do with miracles, because supposing their existence, 
they lie outside its proof r (cited by Professor Rcttcx. Modern Science and Ckrhiijttily, p. 
169). By 1 Science/ of course, Tyndall tnednt nazvrat science j hut his remarks clearly 
recognised that things could happen 'outside its proof1 provided 'there iy :i God,' And 
whu can disprove the existence of God? 

In shore, this Talk of belief in special cicar iort being 6 unscientific/ simply amounts 
to a claim that it would be inexplicable by natural law. But who ever tllbught anything 
else? And what right bus any professed scientist (whose first concern is to discover facts, 
find second concern to explain them) To claim in advance thar nothing con exist which 
(S inexplicable by natural law? It is clear that, so far from belief in the possibility of 
speciaL creation being ‘ unscientific,3 it is the denial of that possibility which es unscientific 
—taking ‘science’ in its broadest sense, as the establishing of foots, whatever their 
expEaflAlkin may be.1 

lhc desire, however, to explain rmiters in terms of natural law- is perfect I v legitimate 
—indeed, essential if we nee ever to find the limits of what :s rhus explicable/ Distortion 
Comes in when the hypothesis of natural cause is rreared as sacrosanct, a foregone con¬ 
clusion, i! result of research instead of an instrument for research. For while hypothesis 
is necessary, su also is ir.s challenging.-1 Km our farticles regard the more drastic challeng¬ 
ing as a blasphemy j and so biology is crammed with rubbish, issued in the name of 

1 ^'c k,jnw, orH ;iC5 «J, itthJiy fnc-1-s which «c caauiul expliin • >, rhur -, expinds nn r ina'11 
and all escplsmaliurw tnd In cJUlriHto mystery, 

1 Thus G. J-arw, Ter-imkir i: Ihal ' rhe mind of many h-ido^-wi :( set, so :!>« ihsy w II, nn( 

ntcrale discussion nf iny force which is noi phy«;«al tir them cal,’ observes llial 4 -he immerwiTy 

0' Odr ijjnrr.net, when wmp:nri with The very tilde that we kraw .!«■■ nor auiburiiM such dosrmntic 

fitrtlifincy in ui. It wimlM hf :nurs icinn rifle n> a^Unur a h-jnS’cr ptrinidt and Ik Lera ns^rtivf ;n 
Our ItKrmul a‘ 1 f/Jt (i<., p, 42]. 

° Al V H- till*!ty i--J.it!, 1 the hEimntsl proare*. of fvc y «icntt depend' on rhr i ‘-cnzD of 

■lypachejea (tfigw, 1*79, p. 55], Tht rtlilCtatics of modem hJi.'iluKbls Lu fa,™ such criTictHH. Is Ju- 
tiiKsed in out pamphlet F-vvlaiionitif u/utfr fire. 
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• science.1 and surviving only bccfrlihf of ihc idea that to question it is to question, science. 
Fr^' seem to revise that ihe mn.se powerful pui i^c of ait such ■ is the counter’ 
postulate of erratum, Ti is that, above all, which ensures that whatever pinrfs its t iRnrciis 

challenge shah indeed be part of natural science. 

The trouble, however, with the remote past is that this drastic challenge (when 
applied') cannot be shaken art, for the simple reason tbit tile evidence is totally inadequate 
for disproving creation—which its nafuie actually endorses. 'LTitfse, therefore, who object 
on principle TO any suggestion of miracle, are iipt LO clamour lor belief in evolution, as a 

kind of sacred duty, under the common delusion I-— 

VI. Thai Evot.iiyios Eliminates MiRACLC 

Dus it really docs norhing of the sort. Indeed, evolution itself is so cotitrniy to 

the observed constancy of nature, and involves Ihc bridging nf so many—sold colossal 
si.i Lu'rurol paps in defiance of fill reason ar.d prob&biliry, that tn invok? it instead of 
special creation may K- said to demand a multitude of miracle;, instead or' relatively few. 

The idea that sm amreha-iike creature became gradually changed into fishes,, crocodiles, 
birds, whales and men by the blind forccu of naLurv, is simply puerile. Nothing 
distinguishes It, in principle, from fable - m on gt ring of the Rrossest kind. It is popularly 
claimed to be ' scientific * because ir appeal LO ' known cause*,1 instead of falling hack 
upon in unknown cause by talking Di Hi vine intervention. Hm Divine intervention, 
whether rightly invoked ur not, would at least be adequate;. so its invocation i's not 
intrinsically absurd On rhe other band, the besetting sir. of alt schools c-f rranstcirmLsrrt, 
1st The Ouke nf Argyll acutely observed hmg ago, is simply this, thar they all Ascribe to 
known cause* unknown effects ’ [P<h7tful Man, 186?. p. 44)j and il it is scientific to 
attribute unknuwn effwfs to known causes, then the negro story-Leller Uncle Remus was 
SciePffic when he accounted for the speckle? oo guinea-fowl not by talking of a Creator, 
huT by saving that Sis' Cow- [in return for favours received) obligingly decorated them by 

solasbing milk over them with her rati; and they then in the son until 1 he milk 
dried, since when they rand their descendants have shown rhe speckle^,'' I-or cows really 
have sometimes splashed with their tails, ftod mi’k really has sortjetilTKs left srairts when 
dried. Was Uncle Remus' proposition therefore a scientific hypothesis' If not, why should 
fallacies of the same order be scientific when they appear between the covers of The Or^ifl 
d Speck;- or The DetitUt r>i Matt* Aik the methods nf The fable-monger sanctified hy 
trflnaftITttiM from, the log cabin ol a negro slave TO the august retidunce at Down? 

Apparently ;r ;s thought to. ^e ire assured Thai L the present is the tcv to the past,1 
and ir ts insisted ibaL ' we are nor at liberty to imagine new causes of change when those 
seem iimifflcieoi which occur in our experience’ [Sir A. Clcikie, l'.R.S., Cenietiary Ge&L 
SfHr Land., p. 115).1 Unde Remua observed this very principle, adhering strictly to his 
own experience. IX'e also read, regarding on outStandirtg biological mystery, thutr ‘ The 
problem of the origin of tile is that of Lit* formation of quantities of carbonaceous jelly 
under such conditions cliSl il would have mechanically subdivided, find the separate parts 
would inherit the power to prow and subdivide in turn ' •’Professor J, W Gregory, F.R,S., 
The Making of she Earth, p. 22S). Clolhelf in -imilai fanpuage, the theory of Unde 
Remus would Look itSsL its good: 1 The problem of the markings on guinea fowl? is that 
cl the distribution nf quantities of an opaque fluid over the todies of their ancestors 
under such conditions that, it would hfiYi rneeJuipically subdivided and Fettled in mimlte 
spots, un-d the birds would inherit The power to reLuin the markings and rvansmii them 
IB their offspring an turn.1 Assumption for assuniprign, fallacy for fallacy, Lhere is little 

to choose between the P.R5, and his nepro prototype. 

4 ChMidler Harm, Sight* tiy'iJi L'jir.Te Brums [1£§4): 1 XXXIII. Why the Gifnca-'Fnwl* htp 
Spectkd,3 pp. l?3-7. 

’ Cilirifi Horton. H.id Hmriin *sid 1 <i:fHrienr ’ instead id ’ msulCirienl 1 it ir.iph; have serined i*vit 
ri;:is0na!3-Li.-; >,r th.; exus/ndinsty .iiemm has neniaLIv hcc:s regarded by many a? Llic aerie Ol J wienct." 
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The general adoption of such methods by modern biologists degrades their sense 
of logical requirements;, and brings their writings into content pi with practical workers 
who sLiJl insist on those requirements—ami obtain solid results by doing so.1 Ill* cum- 
inents ijf one physicist, Professor L, T, More, appear ai the head of our last arlicje; and 
Sir Ambrose Fleming ls a nether, who writes in similar vein. The law has produced 
many ffili-og ut evolutionary dialectics, arid rrained clunkers of ail professions have pro¬ 
tested against imagination being allowed to run riot in the professed name of Science. 

Evolutionists have consequently taken tu .declaring that Only biologists an; qualified 
to discuss the matter.* If biologists become sceptical, pressure Js applied to moke rliem 
htsp rheir doitblS to themselves, Few arc prepared tci face the genera J hostility of their 

colleagues. J he fact that evolution ls freely critLcised by toreign biologist* (whose 
colleagues are Its* enamoured of tile doctrine!) is ignored, -md the works expressing (heir 
strictures arc boycotted. So the further belief has arisen; — 

VII. THAT THERE axe \'f) C'U-MrETJnCT I 1bitics of Kvoi UTlrtftJ 

thus Profcswit I;. S. tinodrscb, I'.R.l, of Oxford University, actually declare? that: 
1 It is now universally held by competent biologists that all organisms, living or extinct, 
have arisen from remote common ancestors by n. process of gradual change or evolurinn’ 
{Art. 1 Evolution ' In Enc. Brit.t 1929, VoL VIII, p. 917). 

Such an assertion is astounding: for Professor Goodrich roust know that many 
biologizes of high standing have emphatically repudiated and openly attacked the belief 
which he here cLaims to be universal among such men. ^S7e refer, for instance, to V 

Diairure, Director of the Institute of Osteology it the Univarsity of Naples; A. Fleisch- 
martn, Professor of Zoology aT Erlangen L nivcrsiry,?; J, Lcfcvre, Director, Laborsroire de 
Hiocnergctiqisc, Paris; P. I.cmoinc. Professor of Geology and Director of The Museum of 
Natural History in Parts; H. Nilsson, Professor of Genetics, Lund University, Sweden; 
L. Via’Heum. Professor of Comparative Anatomy at Muntpeltief; and recall Yiallrton1* 
statement;," in, tb'is connection-, that: ‘ Critics of evolution have multiplied to such an 
esicnr Thar il n r impossible even TO list ibero line. Il must suffice in order to give some 
idea of them ro refer To rbc short resumes given by Diamarc eo .SriiJii' Seaesi, Vol. XXIX 
(1912' and CanJzri in 11 Dogma delF EvahtEwns (1920).' 

It is difficult to believe iJlaL Professor Goodrich can have failed to hear ot some, at 

least, ol these open and prominent opponents of ovalutianj so n seems that obsession alone 
can account for his making a statement so patently out of accord with reality. 

1 Wh Je DaririlliaCt np.u £»Lry-ta.[£H aj.d waijc cJlJItia war yr.ih rstril acvlL uf cvuiulian, iht phynkM’, 

ehrmkes, mil ■ kef si-cialne wucntwl* (uidudinft ArjiUitu.1 Lv.-Loe.rU Like i .‘lI :ocn, geneUsuti, -etc.I 

have tiunformed oat whole niaiinti of Life wi'Jiid the iaat two KvaieMtioni. 

4 They >!■ = not ol'jffi, hoftcVcr. $u rion-l'.Ok'ei a? vtUici* m behalf oj Evolution: and rha Ra: iw-.Misc 

Poesi AESOdiCWNl SCFJJilJy s#n? Mr. |Orcph McCabe, who tin to haw no veienttBc s-litoi wkaieveT, 

wt me±r Mr. Tie war iti puhliv driMCc on evolution, a" ihe Conway Hall on February ind, 1937. The 

T«ulr '*j!. .-i di».:ivi,..,iT' ng r.> Mr, Ai-< ihr tbaI lie rih.m3 Co k! Euh Own varL of ihe -ii il-j wion be 

jMihlifthee. even r ia i-;.i i ^-vvir-ilir.l hy iht R.P.A. rtrpotTtr [see l Cli.iHenj;: Co hvc’hitia/uiCs, by D Dewar. 

1937). 

J v\-n V, I Kdloft noted Flv.-CIlLT'.allti'u •lypfrjitioJj a , :lia( ol j J JE-puCnble zodagink ’ and a 

' hiOloaisi ;I if Alan - H position 1 * JJrfiTo-duy. jp. S). ShurtSy before the war. FUeiechiniinsi told 

lias ita it r he had Iwm comptcrcd -\riijLiw iOuiiier j»ti-ovalulion book .leiter oi May ’Urh. 1939). 

u ddfmtr. s'f CrtKl, akr f'erJ, IftC.. in £‘16. 
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CtJ^CLL’SION 

VfhiL, then, are we to say? Tilt; hypothesis uf evolution is legitimate enough—unlO 
it is disproved; blit so aLsa is line hypothesis of creation—until it is disproved, lc it, aal 
Lhe province of science to prejudge any matter, or rule any possibility out of ouurr un the 
jpTuunds that one section of science nature] science} could not deal with LL 

A pYiwia. t'ucie ease for postulating some degree.,, at leasts of evolution, iound in ihc 
fact Lhiif creatures ure not absolutely constant ill type, The demons-trated. amount of 
Change is nut great, hut the limits of its, possible amounL cannot be sLated with certainty. 

A prima faci* case for postulating creation is found in the proved general constancy 
Of Types despite the ameli amount of change that hits been demonstrated, It also appesiM 
in the character BE the geological record: the sodden appearance in wide diversity nod Jiish 
specialisation of types, of the lust forms of life; The sudden appearances, in full perfection, 
oi The first swimming creature*, the first flying creatures, and the first highly specialised 

and differentiated organs of every hind—eyes, feathers, etc. 

h seems., indeed, impossible tor anyone knowing the facts (unless he be the victim 
jf an overpowering obsession} to deny the evidence ior the operation (•: supernatural 
richer and intelligence in nature. I .ire must. jl one time,, have appeared in a previously 
jifclcss world; si'"far as We can see, life never appears in the world to-day fscepc from 
ure-eaistirft life of 6 similar kind. The very processes of life are instinct with apparent 
intelligence, which is certainly no: the imcllipence of the creatures themselves, and 
inevitably suggests purpose m The mind of a divine Being who ordered and upholds Them. 
Materielisrs are compelled to admit rbis, and Clin dismiss the conclusion, only by bald and 
unconvincing dogmatism, while their suggested alternatives arc fantastic, C. F. Ra^en 

rightly styles seme of the latter 1 literally ag absurd as the supposition LluiL <■ fortuitous 
coincidence Of letters was responsible for the appearance of Iiamitt 5 {Stifttce, Region and 

ike Fjifut-L. 1943, p. 49}. 

The objection that special creation cannot be definitely proved to have taken ulfi.ee 
affords no justification for dismissing lef, puisibi3ity. Wholesale evolution also cannot 
be definitely proved to have taken place. SO rhe demand fur such proof s cfouMl-edged. 

Thf greatest difficulties exist in reconstructing geological luster,’, Which can only br 
iiated hy'means of circumstantial evidence whose deficiencies (he evolutionist is the first 
to Stress—when lc suit? him. Thus, it God by Hie fiat called suddenly into existence a 

hb.sr of imimaEs and plants, no amount of (natural) scientific investigation would show 
how this was effected. Nor would it prevent the evolutionist from 'iiggcsting dial these 
creatures had really been evolved, but their anceatncH had been lust. 

Or the other hand, even where fossil evidence seertts most dearly to indicate vomc 
limited degree of evolution—usually within th.j gepUs, if not within the species it is 
equally inconclusive if a God exists (and who e&n disprove His existence r wb.n may sec 
reason to intrude Iresh treat ion even in rhe bean of e^isLing creation {a f. Ex. viii. 17,. 
Iu short, we simply do not possess I he means of finally deciding questions of remote 

history. 

As Dr, S. Zuckerruii.n writes regarding rhi origin uf mans mental powers: Either 
evolutionary change or miraculous divine intervention lies at the hack of huroan iciKlLj- 
gcnce. The second ol these possibilities dues nor lend itself tn scienl:Tii-.' invef-tigai i-n, It 
may be [he correct explanation, but, (mm the scientific point of view, it cannot be 
Icpirimately resorted to in answer TO rhe problem uf man's damittitOtEy successful lvchavinur 
until all possibilities of more objective explimflmrm through mcrpholi:gicJiJt physiological 
and psychological uhservaruin and experiment are exhausted 1 (FlinclitjnuS Ambitus af 

M-e?!, Monkeys and Abet, 1933.. p. 155}. 
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It all evolutionists were similarly content to allow lhaL divine intervention may 
he [lie correct explanation,1 unit! [hey are in a pc-MLifin to disprove it, we would have 
no tauEi to find with. their attitude. Unfortunately, as have seen, most of them exhibit 

4 C,0srcl mind f,n tile subject—refusing to acknowledge thfit divine intervention mi^hr be 
The explanation, because they ftrt obsessed by the tdea thar special creation in incitdihlc 

II :s strange Lhac they should thus ignore, in tile pretended name of 1 science,' a 
PMSibilitywhich science as a whole is bound to recognise if it is -lot to deny its own 
essence, I hey may not, of course, be conscious offenders, hut tic this because those who 
L:iLight them, at a time when they were incapable ol' forming independent judgment ici- 
snlleiJ I be idea into them that that was the 'scientific1 Way to act; while opponents of 
evolution were ignorrd in [h<- manner that we have seen, As Frofcssor L. Vialleton well 
■aid: ' I he manuals of [he past fifty years are simply illustrations Df Iransftinniam, setting 
lorLh only that which is favourable Lo it, passing over in silence everything Dufside or 
Against it ' (AJcrjjft, ni Cam. dies Vert. Tit., UJ24, jl viij. 

Biological Students are being taught at school, college and University, that evolution 
is s law of nature; and all facts opposed to it arc withheld from them. So they leave 

rhfir uni versus- in complete ignorance of the true state of affairs, While in this condition, 
■many of them lake up some branch of research work, and view everything through 
evolutionary spectacles, regarding any data rhai oppose their beliefs as 'anomalous ' and 
requmru to be explained away, while any seeming coincidence with their T'iews is imme- 

ii iatelv and uncritically hailed sis furrher "proof" of evolution. Others teach hie-logy. and 

-O innocently pass on what they have been taught, without even, encountering the 
' anomalous ' facts. 

the same time, most people who are not biologists accept evolution because it ifi 
’ in rh<? air," eu to speak, in every sense of the word, Press and pulpit take lc for grautedj 
and no argument for the truth of a belief is more cogent, to most people's minds, than 

*Lq scem.og universality, Nor docs Anything more encourage its vorariet than to he able 
iu claim such universality, and ail rheir efforts are aimed at securing it. 

‘ fbctf l£l1, in tikisi sed denique dixii ci iile! 
Ditfaqui post loiics: nil ksii dicia vidci*1 

f.eu^c tiie flooding of The country with cheap bonks " boosting " evolution, Issued und"r 

the auspice of rhe Rationalist Press Association. Bad as that influence is, however, in 
The view oJ Those wbu would like to see the subjccT treated impartible, i[ js eclipsed in 
noxious effect by the capturing of the H.B.C. by parties interested in securm* the 
universality of evolution dogma. For one still has choice of books; but rh:- British public 

"as n0 ^on&cr choice as to what n hears over the air, Advantage hos been nkr-n 
cr this r9C1 TO «1«1 propagandist* like Professor D. M. S. Watson and Hr. Julian 5 
Ins lev to sandbar- adults into belief in evolution by subjecting them lo monstrous clam-, 

-.-■hich would not stand a moment's examination by a competent critic; while similar nop. 

,ST,se‘ m drat"al!C form ™>Mble for children (with uncouth noises, ,-lc . from Lhc r.i,- 
supposed to represent iheit halt-bmt* ancestor*), impresses on infants ' H0w Things 

Bcfn according to evolutionary rngteroarea, So tile next generation is biassed from its 
cail-i-M vearh. best any coyruer-impressions should he received by voung nr old the 

R!U - "'■hllc Joi3,ilv a«crtinK ri“l it favours free discussion on all diluted matu™— 

Z b?md ±c Rccnes' Cy al3ow bioloEkn Who appose evolution ro meet 
IiISlti. Huxlev & Un , in broadcast debate aver rheir perversions Of Scientific facts.” 

AltbnuBh pethivnsd by EKOpfi! at nil da™*, from all pa.rrj oi Biifjm, Indi^im* (Jnwr,-,j-v 

r‘l>.E”n" M all dewfiranationg, wha uipwt lluE buib <|Je, ,»,ouJd be ht„id rn 
■O nnporrwnT a ■ibytci. TVl.vJs u: Bur rti.-rc*iwncrnre ujtEi Ihe T1 H.fJ were published hv r, Davita 3nd 
D™r1 in a pimpEiJEt entttkd lhc B.R.C. Atiaei i,t Mimafufy. ' d 
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\fer- |[ not fur [fit: monufwlv cniuyscl by the B.B.I-, such until Ltshing suppression 
of the truth would nor be possible. One company would $« that another did tint 
dltEciUifiAce tLvj wear omt^nsc. But as things are, all Britons tmiEt lit ten U what the 
B,B.t:. chooses that they Shall hear} and they have no means ot applying criticism or 
test it they disagree with it.'’ 

Meanwhile vre hope that these Articles may show some people. OL least, how marten 

really Stand. The chief subjects of our strictures huve rttHMl w kmw thut we would 

welcome any attempt CK1 thetf pan to quest ion the suhstantiaE accuracy 07 our 

representations. 

Douglas Dewar. 
L. M. Davies. 

» Tht faLltvurina fact! may be timsd: In hti B.R.C. r]asE-u> on October 20th, ]M-1, the U,n!vr*r 

of Tj»k fMr. G, R. Ddnie!- dtclared rhnr the B.B.C. ehnulJ protect mmormec and hnve bulbi hOti 

Of owfcj- dissumd, SLniilarJ*, during -he B.B.C. Corning-of-.AjBe ecKbretians, Ult Minuter of In- 

fnrm.iHan Ri*b1 Hon Brendan Bradwn, declared that 1 dcmaciflCy thrives Oh ac*nment, and 

' The BBC Should enLonreyc diKMriab *n aU vicl iieuee. Ca in« .mpnrlrtljy ■» nU ,u\^. ,r re-nild 

be a grcal muidfuL forum ■ (Fife Zfenfe timber 0th, 19-13). Fine wrdsl ¥« the Talks DiWCtnr 

Wrsicc.nlI•. refund Cm 1st ih bnwkttl «pl¥ *□ WaUOn’s and Huilty's ctakn' i«*M-ng evolution; and 

wlKfl r>.;vie-. ufced Hr. Rrendpn Bracken tiow he squared this refusal will; hn own pubhi* P:™fe'ion'. 

Aft Bracken replied that lie look ■ Absolute n;?pon»ibi5:tv for nil rhe B.B.C.'s dompi,' and had unv =*:: 

the B.B.C. lu be J very rouich with anyone wha atwsnp^n to pul |V:» sure aft llk-re letter htirUiiiv 

2nd 1444) CohUm-nt ^emt lupcrUuQUa,. Since Uien, Mr. Bnudtfll hns hknhl MjCC.I tHcmne of . >m- 

rsr-n., Tune MUl, ]«M4> that he ' WeEiteiJI \Y.t B.B.C. to hecomc u, forum, urirh bO-:i - dc* 

CAW." And ;o the me Ely (Time prOOctdfu appravenla of cnutes tavuurCvl ay the B.B.C, are refused J 

itfii- rii, while ihs B B.C. loudly professes Us «ifccH>±M so hear * bnrh. i.det.' 

j i,,.-. uk- .newer, B.A., b'.Z.S., *nd Duke D Sc., HuD., F * S.F.. F.C.b • P™t a rea-na.V- 

CBM osaibftC Wauttlft and Hu*ley4i hrn*dcn*t», was wJmiTted by ilic Cmmcii cii llle Kny.-| Society ol 

Edinburgh 'side Setrfrery’* letter to Dm1**, fnne L3iJl, l'Wj). Ye: yo'lllia Hr, 5 A. ffanlrtt has once 

besn i.iloved ^(iveicibcL- 9th. 194.-0 ia hroedcatl at<eTt:MJis that 1 ill b:pLuire.t: .re Agreed . . eosvur 

EiLC fact (ij evaLulion.' afthoush live B.B.CJ. know, from our Vttr prenesns {aa iuolosi?’ and Keciunist 

reijscctiYisJy'i, ih*i fuch is- utoL the co^. 
for out previous artide* till lIlU HahfeLl see Thi newt nth CtnUtry for Aprfl. Auiuor nr.,1 

Ncivembei, 1943. ask1 Jarmarv, April and July, 1944. Our oppcncnca have no l ye I vcn-iired. to coun:er 

vttr acansreenn publidy, thnugh w=H uware eif there, Their aLLernpCi CO respond lettfi have been 

imfijt-tunaic tvittv OUT pamuldeL i’m'uPr'/^itr^ uriJrr hj^r). 

Ccfii'er of (Ms p-ynpb^r Drt obtowb-'e at 6d. per copy, 3;6 per daze/?, or 3f- per (foTen for4 
flbicfi Or fra os, 3" post |r'« from the Ion. SfiCfewries of the EvofutfOo Protest 'V^vamcnl — 

W. E- Filrner, 23 Dingwall -'nad. Croydon, Surrey, Frg src. 

Dr. D S. Milne 47 | otara Crescent, Lp^er h ft. Mew Zealand. 

|Qhn Mdtdliif h OrT-soy Grove. Tooruk. Melbourne, Australia. 
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